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_.Siu'uey shoivs general agreement - -
on the meaning of “probable” and

" some equivalents, clsewhere much

* disugreement. S

.

THE DEFINITION OF SOME ESTIMATIVE R
o EXPRESSIONS | : .

Finishad intelligence, particularly in making estimative statements,
uscs a number of modifiers like “hi ghly probable,” “unlikely,” “possible”
-that can be thought of as expressing a range of odds or a mathematical
prebability, and these are supplemented by various other expressions,
o ;Q\,_‘gs'p_cpia]ly‘_\_rcrlq forms, conveying the-sense of probability less directly<c— . .- -
T ey “conld” “we beliove” Certain other words express not proba- o
. : . bility but quantity, impreeisely but perhaps within definable ranges— .
, L b e e “Several,” “considerable.” Some people-object to any effort to™ !~ I
. ' ‘ define the odds or quantities meant by such words. They argue that
I contekl always modifies the meaning of words -and, more ‘broadly, that
vigid definitions denrive langnage of the freedom to adapt to changiag
nedads,

It is possible, however, to state the definitions in quantitative terms
without making them artificially precise. And if two-thirds of the
wsers and readers of the word probably, for example, feel it conveys
a range of odds between 6 and § out of 10, then it is more useful to
give it this definition than to define it more or less tautologically in
terms of other words of probability. This would not deny to context
its proper role as the arbiter of value, but only limit the range of is

infh

:nee. Noyowould it freeze the language in perpetuity; as the
meanings of the words evolved the quantitative ranges could be
changed. C - o P

—

- This article describes the results of a survey undertaken to deter-

mine if such words are indeed understood as measurable quantities .

T R .- . anduif so to ascertain the extent to.which- there is-a ‘consensus about - i g Ty
a T T e quantitative tange of each, A’ three-part questionnaire on the - ’
_ o subject was distributed in the intelligence community—-to INR/State,

.o o the DIA- Oflice of Jistimales, and five CIA ofices—and a simplified
- © o version of it was sent to policy stafls in the White House, State, and

s .
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the Pentagon.  Responses were received from 240 intelligence analysts
" and 63 policy officers. ~

The responses showed a- satisfactory consensus with respecl to

“various usages of likely and probable, phrases expressing greater ccr-
. tainty L}mn ihcxv and modifications of chance—good, better-than-even,
Ashgl‘. t. Ihuo was no mhsiactmy agreement on thc moamng of pos-
sible or a wide varicty of verb forms such as we believe and might.

'Ihem was’also little. agreement on the non- -odds: qu'mtlhtwe wmds.

such as. j’em and many. - The policy oﬂ}cw consxstcntly assigned. lower

..

probabilitics thadi n.‘mﬂwmce amﬂ"sls did. Correlition bf‘twecn \al—,'

.ues am'ﬁud in and (m* o; coutext was good.

Thc Qz_ze.s‘!‘immairc

mﬁcd by e’tch I the rospondent behcved that no quantltatwe

“answer was satisfad tory he could magk \ot Applrr able” instead,
1 o . These expressions_of cowrse had to be: }u(]'fed without bmﬂht of con-

i : text, but v .order to chezl: on the vididiov of such juds amenls some of
* them wece repeated in Fart Two, where they were mc,luded in 17
sentences taken {rom intulligencc documents which had been produced

and countrics in the sentences were changed to sterilize them ég’linst
bias. Part Three then listed nine expressions of magnitude not refer-
ring to probabilitv an: Uﬁcrcd an assortment of ranges for each.
i The idea of a consensus’is relative, but for. purposes of Parts Onc
" and Two it was duflined as requiring 70% or more of respondents to

name odds within 19 noints, plus or minus, of the. most frequent -

- response.  If the odds or (,lmuc,es most {requently- specified for POs-
sibly were 50 out of a bundred (as they were) and 70% of all the
responscs had fallen within the range 40 to 60, the requirements {or
a conscusus on this word would hd.VC bccn sahsﬁed Only one ﬁgun,
ywas recoxdcd for cach questmn* ‘when' an answer. was ranged by
o m’irkm" several adjacent figures, it was redorded as the mean.  Mr.
Kent's range of 15 o S8 for possible wonld thus have been recorded
as.50. Dclinitions were also considered inve alidated by 209 or more
~of “Not Applicable” responses rejecting the question. '

Estimative Expressions

_in six ch[}excnt aflices of the community. -The nemes -of all persong

-
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“The rcphm were tabuhted in fom categorlm in dLscendmg oxdur
of valid definition, as follows: : : 4
Category A—a consensus including 90% or more of all re-

] spondents.
. Category B-—a consensus including 70% to 89% of all re--
AP - spondents. - :

Calegory C—no consensus, but fewer than 20% of Icspondents _
~ marked “Not Applicable.”
..',__C'xtcgory D~no consensuq,-and 20%: .or mOre . of. rf‘spondonts
- ““marked “Not Apphcqb]c ‘ : :

Z'mdnms o

e b 3

The following table° summarize the ﬁndmgs of the surves Aftel
each expression from Farts One and Two are shown the odds miost
frequently speeified and the percentage of respondents within 10 points

. of that,. I or quastions, :le[ﬂltff d to policy officers: as well as analysts,
thoir fo <],on<cs are shovn separ uL]\ The f\pxcwons of magnitude
in Part Three are listed with the pcrcentagc of I\ot Applmdble

vl - responses and the most frequcnt response for each. i A
' Of the 41 ewpzcssmns in Part One threc fell into Calcdory A (gupcn-
- gonsensus); thirteen into Category B (consensus ), seventeen into Cate--
gory C (no consensus). and eirht into satecory ) (vodected oy inde-
finable). Trom Pavt Two five expressions in context fell into Cate gory
B, twelve into Category C, and three into Category D. All the

|
B quantitative plirases in Part Threc.were rejected as not measurable
3 by 20% or more of the respondents except for next few years and
! “next year or so. ']houﬂh rejected by only 7%, next few years found
i no consensus: 19% marked 2 to 3 years, oO% 2 to 4 years, and 34%
i 2 to 5 years.  Next year or so meant 1 to 2 yeats to two-thirds of the
‘ respondents, 1 to 3 years to the rest. .
PART ONE (No Context)
’ Opps—Most Frie-  PERCENT AGREEING
Exrression ’ ’ QUENT ReEsponseg  Wirniv 10 Pornts
i Analyst Policy - Analyst Policy
Category A (90% 100% Conscnsus)
Almost Certainly - . ooiep ool 90 - 90 - 99% - 94%
. Are ... e 100 . 100 ., 96% . 82%
) > N o . S PIPR B Ll e 100 A gl%. .-91% v
Category B (70%¢ {‘39"7 C‘onscnsus) o
Probubly ... ... .. e 75 70 90%  806%
Probably mot ... ... .0 .. L. R 20 20 85% 6%
Probably will ... ... . . . . ... L.l BO — . 85% —
! o o
1 ., . : e 2 , . , K : B o
:. . N . : v :..:
< [ [y
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~ Obpns—Most FRe- . PERCENT AGREEING
ExrnessroN ) QuenT Resronse  Wirmiw 10 Poivts

Analyst Policy Analyst  Policy
. Category B (7095-89% Consensus) (Continued )

Highly probable . ...0........ ... SR 90 85 83% - 87%%

Likely ........... e e 0 | — .83% —_
" Undoubtedly ... . ..., e 100 00 81 8_6%

Good chance ... ... e AP ( O 70 81% 81¢<5
Highly: liltdy iR e e e e 000 80 80%  Bl% -t

Unlikely- o000 o e e S ... 20000720 809% .79%

U A

Seenis Iikely ... ... .. PRI LS 70— 809 =
Betier than even chance ... ... .. .. ..., 60 - 60 78% 879%

Somne slight chance . ....... e .. 10 100 7% 9%
" May R N e e . 50_ —t 3%, -

Seems mm\ol) e e e s :-20 Sl e B89
T Might o, s SN : TR 14 . ‘50 66 %o
May indicate ' - 50 — 66%h

Could be expe cted e B0 =l " 65% . o
S dlxpect - Lt L '. RN RIREER : J
- Could’ : ... B0 50 60% - %
CoMust L e 80 — L89% .
“Bvidently. ...l Sl e R T e . 59%

59
Lh80 ik -’ 64% e '- ‘ A
56

Appatently ... .. ... o it -— " 58%

Suguests oL e © 60 — o8%  —
Believe .. ... . . . e 70 70 55% 549% -
Should ............ o i 0 = 54%  —
Possibly .....-..... v eiiuemn.. BOL-. B0 .-53% -H1%% ...

" Might be cxpcctcd L e 50*% — 51%%  —
Indxcatu that ............ P - 70 — - B1% —
Might be anticipated ... ... . ... ..., 5 50 56%  50%
Apparently is intent ...... e 60* — 0%  —

" Serious possibility ... ... . 60* 70 49% 55%

Fstimate ... ... ... .. o e ’f'5 70 5695 57%

Seems ... il e 50— 85% & -
SOught ol i, 80— 41% . —
............................ ... B0 — 35% -
Reportedly .................cco.uts ... 50 " 50 35%  52%

-, .Somewhat ... . aieweee. BO® o Coe 2T e R
R ~:._.f’,‘--uv;"Ostcnszbly.......'.....'.... ,50 T 20% . — DN

* The. most frequent response to these ¢nestions was of the same .order as a
second most frequent.  Graphed, the responses would show two frequency peaks,
forming, in statistical terminology, a “bimodal” curve,

. 1 The curve for this xx,sponac is tnmodal

',"-.-v

Teh [
- o5 2
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PART TWO (In Context) -

i
i

ExrressioN ‘ L Opps—Most FreE-  PERCENT AGREEING
(IN coNDENSED CONTEXT) T QuenT REsronse | Wity 10 PoinTs
T l! ; Analyst - Policy. ©. ~ Analyst ~ TFolicy
Ategor) B (70—89% Consensus) .
‘We belicve the chances are good that . 00— 86%  —
"We belicve ', . . will .not be - .. P '.'. 80 80 6%  63%

Undoubtedly, ... . will not be . ., . ..... 100 R B ;17—

We estimate . ., will. not. be.. ... ... .. 8y - 70 L T4 0%
Barring © . ., the economy il probably ' o
. continue ., , LoSless X

Cate"or); C . (No Co}géé'r.xsu.s.)'

Ap]mrer.zt‘ly, Ca wdl notbe ... 70 0 — - 68% —_

... continue . . ., the president mwht ‘ o
' . be wﬂling e . 50 . 5O _6‘5% 54
. might also.take-. . . action ., , .. .. 50' L o62% =
. . .references . . . to undiminished  im- ’ )
portance . suggest a belief . .- ... 60* — 59% —r
_It is possible that .-, will becorne. ., . L0 B0 B0 BB% . 5T% .
L visxt . . . indicates that - . . is be- , R :
g . e 100 T— B30 - .
C e v1sxt °ugqcsts s.o - .progress . L 60 ., = v Bl% e o v
©i-We ! believe there is a- posubtlzty, T
LUthAt v i e 50. 50 - B0oop 43%
. speech . .. cor'v.,Jezl ‘hﬂ impiression ' ' '
that . .= GO* — 48% e
. coramenls suggest . . . chmwcs may
well be less than spench c. nght indi-
cate . .2 T0% G5 43% . 40%
. C’ltegory D (Rejected) -
- »-» comments suggest . . . that . ., gov- )
ernment is not: cori)m.itted R 04 50¢ 18% -~ 23%

* The full context on these questions was the sentence, Althouﬂh Jackinz the
drama of visits by top leaders, the travel of these- del degations to Albania indicates
that the momentum of the Albaniin-Pelish r'mpmumu(nt 1s being maintaiucd and
suggests that some pmﬂmu is Irma made in 1edurm~ the area of remal ininy
ideclogical differences.”  Re <p0nrlonts were asked to specify the probability that
Albania and Poland were headed toward a rapprochement and the probability that
the ideological differences would be settled.

* Respondents were zsked for the probability that the speaker believed what
he conveyed.

*Respondents wo;e asked for the probabﬂlty tbat ch'mges would bL, minar.,

-4 Respondenty wexe asked for the- probabnhty of that to whiich " the * government
s not committed.”  The full context is given on page T3, :

* Bunoddl
. flnmo,dal.

Y
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Expression
. (IN CONDENSED CONTEXT)

'Opps—MosT Fre-  PERCENT AGREEING

1
P
!

i

| QuenT ResronsE  Wrtain 10 Iorsts

" Analyst Policy | Analyst Policy B
Category D' (Rejected) (Continued) ™ o .

This raises the Qucstian whether they - . .
might . ... .. .. e R ¢ R — 51%  —

e g s 1 Ay e £ o s e e e

1, We do not expect them to change .-, * . .. 00 - 22% —

Q ~ Cuba has allegedly bought . . . ....... .. 50 — 38%  —

: - " This question wasa nlar_l_fscqul"llx;r., The full léo_utpxt Is given gpj-page 13 .

s.; _ _:~ {Trlmodal.'-. FOE I B! S ] ] . ' .
" ¢ ! T T e

PART THREE (Words of Magnitude) C o I
L S e Percrnr - Most Fz-
- . -Exrnussion : ’ . - “ReymeniNe  QuENT RusvoNse |
.Cons;':]emb]e, T o el AT - 10-100
MMany L 0% . 10-1000
o4 Substantial {portion)” », 1t s AL ;"'-36%" ol Y apes0e
' : ; St 20-30%
) . 30%. Cn
, . L *’; "‘_'v_“.;.'-.‘SQv.éral‘_}:,' ; . , ..... : ¥ e '.“'" 25
e _ ) T Yew Lo ..., ceeee.. 28% 24
PRI T S ““Next few years ... R ] 7% ‘ 2-‘5)3ears
Next year orso ... ... . . FE 1% 1-2 vears

Siguificant (portion) ... .
Limited (pqrﬁdn) Cs

The difference between the good consensus on a set of odds for
one expression and no consensus on another shows up clearly when
the odds are graphed according to how frequently each set was

e " specified in' the responses to a quéstion.  When 70% of all responscs
“fall within 10 points of the most trequent one, the graph has a steep
curve and a narrow base. The high, narrow peak indicates a clearly
defined conscnsus, whereas.a broad-based curve with a single peak
shows less agreement and a curve with several peaks reflects clear
differences about what the word means.
' Steady retrogression from consensus can be seen in graphs of sample
responses from successive categories. Following are these seven from
Parts One and Two. _
- : } . - CaTEGORY . ,
e N ] Qut of context; B SO (RN R P SRR
: *it el Algst Certainly ™. - UL T A

. : _ Probably ... ... ... .. .. ... el e B
_ L. Possibly .. ... e L. e
. o e . 1 7Y Serious l’ossil)ility' ..... e e B o

. DR ' oSeems . ..Li.i.i...... R T S D

2% e

.

O - . ) N ! ey LRI T . b - e,
P . “ ' s . : Lo ) s . . N o
§ . R Y . N .
~ . % v e 8 4

. . Rt L i N

E T .. R S, SUN e ——— » "

’- . ) ' K
5 . o . o,
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i : Carecony
{ In context: : . - ' o
“The North Koreans have thus far shown marked respect for o 1
US power, and we do not expect them to change this basic at- :
titude” exprosses what probability that the North Koreans will
- continue provocations. against South Korea? ... .. .. P -
“At the same time, the reservations conveyed in the military = -
comment suggest that the practical military changes resulting - - .- » !
from the new line may well be-less dramatic than the tone of i
. de Gaulle’s speech micht indicate—and that in any event; his
. government is not commitling itself to a one-weapon system - Lo |
"o of defense” expresses what probability that the military will e e e s .é
: “have a oné-weapon system? | B L DU OIS » & ' '
i " Thered line in each graph traces the response pattern of 239 élhétlyf;té, I &
P the black line in the first four that of 63 policy officers. The dotted
: black line is the latter adjusted to scale. “Mode” designates -the
_ ... peaks of most frequent TCSPOTISG. . ot e e i o e

R Ty e —
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140 s tenn L :

H 4 '.
130 -

Resporses for "Alaort Certatnly™ sho
defined consensus of vpinian around the node, 99:
the basc of the Curve is Harrow with an approximate
range belaven 75 and 94,

120 . ‘
I BEETT &
v , o
LI . KEY -
© Red Line me-me- Anulyst Curve i
Black Line -=- Fulic, Curve
. Lottt bine -- Pulicy Cugve Ad- R
’ . . u_l[ d S i N *
W ‘_) vd tu Sca [“W PR i

107 E o B

. Graru No. 1. Category A: Almost Cerr‘amlj (bxgmﬁcant R.m T t5—-99)
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XEY
° Red Line

P R [
. Remponscs on vprotiably” ahow two duflinite °
wodes, 70 for polley end A9 for analyst; the o i
baxe {8 almost twice ms brusd as Grepe l's - ) [ I
!
!

and tho sldes kre not ss mtuep.

] Apalyst Curve
Black Line --= Policy Curve
Dutted Line -« Pulicy Curve Ad-
Justed o Scale

e e e ] i S g e T s

T

) e

Fur DT

: R 'C_mm:No;- 2 Cateé&ry B: - Probably (Signiﬁ’cént Range 50——90) A ;

QUDS OUT CF 100

LEY

Aot Lime -=--- Apalysl (urve
Biask Line --- Pulicy Cureo
..., Dbotted Line =+ Policy Curve dd-
: ! justed to Scale

g
oDDS OUT CF 100

. . 'CRAPI:I No. 3. Category C: P.os.sibly (Significant Range 10-60). ' -

F

ALY
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I

. KEY .
' " Red Ling ---a= Analyst Curve
! Black Line --- Pallcy Curve H !
&0 ' --. ... Dotted Line -- Policy Curve Ad- it . -
- . Juated ta Scale : .
. . : ;
o °
! The curve for “"Serious Posstbility” has. : )
55 .. three distinct modes and & very Lroad base .

_Fanging from 25 to D5,

ENTS

o REsPOIE

ODBDS OUT OF 100

A

L Tho curve for "Seems” has a lat roda from
- 30 through 70 and 2 broad hage ranginyg from 30

to BD. Tais word was oot included ‘on the foliey
. version ol the sirvay.

e s

th 4
KEY
led Line -- Analyst Carve

LTI IR L

i Sl

ODDS OUT OF Loo

" Grapu- No. 5. Catggory-D: Secms.  Significant Range 30-80).
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1
i
1
0 v = e P ToTTTT Ty
N L. H : i
: - P ! i |
. This question was included of the anatyst . e T
40 version only, The'cutrve ranges trom ¢ ta 100 ° T e mEe e
©and shuws no clearly delined sode. There ts’ | . s
no copyensus for the statement of probability. - - N
2 et - . XEY - -
. Red Line =- Analyst Curve

" Grarn I\o 6 Categor} D: howan Qucstxon (Sxamﬁmnt Ranae 5-95).

Ui thiw wosptLeate 1'1::-~:xw. The aralysi
curve ranges lr;r u Lo 190 as W0ws RO gk urxy
defined mode. There 13 no consensds for the
statement of probabuity .

QG t e e e e e e m e e

KEY R P
I Red Line ---Analyst Curve -~

S
“opus out oF 100

C‘mu'u No. 7 Category D Qucwtxon “1Lh Suggest (Smmﬁumt Range 0- 90)

Sty e

A R e T T T
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| R | o
" Conclusions o | . g
. ' , : _ o B
Of the 303 questionmaires returned, ohly one indicated that no :
quantitative cquivalent was suitable for any of the probabilistic .cx- 1
pressions.  All ‘others selected sets of odds for at least half of those
listed iu Part One, and .§0% did so for ‘two-thirds of them. Tven :
- though a number who disapprove of quantitative definitions probably ;
just did not bother to return their questionnaires, the results appear S
to indicate that the vast majority in the intelligence community con- B
' .-sider. it legitimate to think of such qxp‘rcssio;isin quantitative terms, - '
R S ) . " On the other }ian_d, although more than 709 of both analysts and . :
' ' policy cfﬁ'gers agreed within a 20«point: range on the expressions in L i _
g . Categories’A and B, the results for some oflices on the analytical side - . R
did uot egree ‘with the consensus for all -analysts, and there were .~ !
similar exceptions. among the pblicy offices.  Su when an analyst in" W

ong office uses the word probably, policy officers and analysts in other’ . . H{
P st e offices do ot nectssarily mterpret-the word: to mean- the. same thing.
S In Categorics A and B, however, the differcnces are usually not great.

. o ... There:follows the. quantitative definition—most frequent plus  and
_— 0 minus 10-Sof expressions on which there was found to be a satis-
: N factOAy COMSTRSUS, L “ " Cruances B
: ' ' ' ‘ouT oF 100
Are oo e .. 90-100 i
WIll oo e L. 90-100 L
Alwost Certainly ....... .. ... ... .. . . . e 80--100 i
Undoubiedly ............. . .. S e i el 80-100

< Highly Likely .00 [ o 75-95
Highly Probable ............. . ..., e e 75-95 . . o
Probably Will ... . . e T . 70-90 . '

) Prebably ..o T ... B0-80

Likely o0 0L, e TR IR 60-80

Good Chance ........... . .. .. . .. e 60-80

Seas Likely oo 60--80

Betier Than Even Chance . e e e 5070

May ... ... e e 40-60

Probably Not ..... .. ........ .. e, P "10-30

Unlikely . ..o 10-30

Some Slight Chance ... ... ... .. S 0-20
e oo ... The .out-of-context,, definitions in, Part One’ were spot-checked by i

- 3T Uthe senitence questions’ of Part Two.  The results are not conclusive:

. only one seatence was provided for context, and there was no way i
of telling il respondents were influenced by personal knowledge of ‘

~+ the subject matter. But despite- these limitations, because the most .

. : . Lena e clate {
. A, . M . L Nt L, .
. . N . . s AN Y N TR L A . .
4 R e R T rE B B . . 1 . .
SRR 4: B - . : T Ciii—— L

+ tor. L

. . 1 ' I ro
. - ' T ' k : S
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frequent definitions in and out of context agrecd within 10 points, .

it appears that nearly the same meanin

The comparison appears below.,

MOS3T FRE

- In Coxrixt

Although the coupling of a

Policy .

QUENT RESPONSE.

ALONE -

) : Analyst -

- Undoubtedly .o 0100 =T yanuedly ... 100
I,’:ch‘eve .............. 80 80 Believe ... o 70
Estunate .. e 80 &0 Estimate 75

soodApparently LU, 700 T LU e
" Indicates that ... .7... 70 ¢ (LI Apparently. L S0
Helieve the chances are | _ Indicates thgt cee 7 o
good . ... ... s 0 -— . Good chance ... ... - 10
" Possible ... ..., 50 50 Possibly .....0...0.. - 5O -
Might ©. ... ... ... 50 0 - Might ... S .50

gs were conveyed either way.

Ana]yst . Poliic._y

90
70
70

" the ﬁ]énning of the Iatter for the ]'C‘Fp("nf.}.’:i‘ufs to the survew questions.
this writer agrees with Mr. Kent's purist that the doubling up of
'Aprobzlbﬂistic words is potentially confusing and should be -avoided.
The response pattern on the Korean question (page 73 and, Graph 6) .

" has an’interesting side light iy that th
follow from the estimative
designed to test the propensity of analysts aud policy o

sentence,
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unsubstantiated conclusions, but in this one instance only 35% of

the respondents showed they

ing “Not Applicable.”

recognized the non-sequitur by mark-

. The survey showed that for expressions on which there was a
consensus (and some others) the most frequent response was the

same from policy officers as from analysts withi
minus., But where difcrences did oceur, the pol
consistently on the conservative side; see the fo]]owfng examples.

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSE

The results from Part Thr
the eommon expressions of
guidance of context. .

LS LR 4:‘*‘ Tl

Analyst Policy

Undoubtedly .......... e SR 11 4] 90
IIigh]yProbablc.......A..........:............,.. 90 85
Mighly Likely ........ .. ... ... ... . ... ... .. . . 90 80
Probably ... ... ... ... 75 70
oL -Estimate (il R R ivs 75 <90,

n 10 points plits or
icy definitions were

ce showed there is little consensus on
vague magnitude, at least without the

freers to draw

verb of opinion with an expression of
. odds, as.in W e-believe the chances are good,” scemed. not.to affect’ -
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Faults in-the Survey ) .
_An cffort was made to keep the questionnaire as simple to under-
- stand and as short as possible. " In Parts One and Tlree the offort
. was gencrally snecessful, but Part Two was neither simple nor short.
- Most of the questions in the latter related to specific people and
places, and there was danger - that respondénts would permit their
opinions and know]odgc of the. subject to imfluence their answers.
In addition, several of the.estimative sentences were long and involved,
carrying the hazard of confusion about.what they meant and.what

- was'wanted in évaluation of them.. .. - S A
. ST Yy pragmatic reasons, administration. of the survey “had to be-
' Jdnformal. It is possible that such things as attitudes of supervisars,
oflicé collusion, or misunderstanding of the purpose -of the survey ..
could have introduced bias. A careful perusal of each 04{ the ques-.
Ltiomnaires failed to tarn up any obvious evidence that sich Tactors .
. inﬂupnéc_d the findings. But il it wc;roidon_'c again the ti‘xi_qs,tj<)1)ﬁé\i15c _—
" . should bo ‘modified in Part Two and the conditions under Avhich jtis
filled out should be controlled and standardized, o o
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